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DETAILED ACTION 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 3/5/10 
has been entered. 

Claims 1,4, 20-22, 24-27, 29-30, and 33 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments were fully considered, but are not persuasive. The 
examiner will only address arguments that are not rendered moot by applicant's 
amendments. 

Applicant argues in the paragraph spanning page 7-8 of the remarks filed that 
support for new claim 33 can be found in paragraphs 40-43 and that no new matter is 
added. The examiner respectfully submits that the examiner has reviewed the cited 
paragraphs as well as the other paragraphs of the specification as originally filed and 
cannot find support for the limitation further recited in claim 33, thus claim 33 does in 
fact contain new matter. 

Cited paragraph 40 refers to a type of authorization provided by a remote 
computer wherein the unlocking program activated upon receipt of an authorization 
code being passed from a program running on a website the recipient computer logs 
into. Paragraph 41 refers to the unlocking program sending an email to a 
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predetermined email account associated with the recipient's computer and determining 
if the email it sent is in fact contained in the recipient's computer. Paragraph 42 refers 
to the unlocking program constantly looking for an authorization code in the remote 
system and if it gets erased or not provided, the unlocking program terminates. 
Paragraph 43 refers to user being required to download a file which is periodically read 
by the unlocking program for re-authorization. Paragraph 43 also refers to the 
unlocking program being constructed to not only need a password, but to authorize the 
running of an executable embedded in the content. Nothing in any of paragraphs 40-43 
nor any other paragraphs and drawings provide support for the further limitation of 
"wherein the unlocking program contains authorization logic that when executed by the 
recipient's computer causes the unlocking program to verify that it is operating on the 
recipient's computer that it was distributed to" as recited in new claim 33. 

Regarding the rejection of the claims under 35 USC 1 03, applicant argues that 
the prior art combination used by the office does not teach or suggest "wherein the 
password embedded within the unlocking program is not revealed to the at least one 
recipient using the recipient's computer" as recited in claim 1 and "wherein the 
password locking the password protected content file is not revealed to a recipient 
viewing the password protected content file". The basis of this argument is that 
Martinez and McDonald teach away from such features by requiring the user know the 
relevant password. The examiner respectfully submits that applicant's argument does 
not properly reflect the scope of what is being claimed. 
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The password not being revealed to the recipient can refer to the password not 
being brought to view or shown to the recipient, not necessarily that the password is not 
known to the user. Figure 6 of Martinez shows his invention being used from the user's 
perspective. As one can see, in sub-figures (d) and (c), when using the password wallet 
to enter the password, the password is replaced by ■■********", thus the password is not 
revealed/shown to the user/recipient. It is further noted that the disclosure as originally 
filed does not necessarily limit one to interpret the word "reveal" as claimed to mean 
"know" with respect to the password as applicant seems to be arguing. While it is 
appreciated that the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, the disclosure as 
originally filed only discusses the password not being "revealed" to the user, as 
opposed to it being not "known" to the user. There is no basis in the disclosure as 
originally filed for the interpretation of the word "reveal" being limited to meaning 
"known" as applicant is arguing. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claim 33 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one 
skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had 
possession of the claimed invention. 
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As per claim 33, the limitation of "wherein the unlocking program contains 
authorization logic that when executed by the recipient's computer causes the unlocking 
program to verify that it is operating on the recipient's computer that it was distributed 
to" does not have written support in the disclosure as originally filed. 

Applicant argues in the paragraph spanning page 7-8 of the remarks filed that 
support for new claim 33 can be found in paragraphs 40-43 and that no new matter is 
added. The examiner respectfully submits that the examiner has reviewed the cited 
paragraphs as well as the other paragraphs of the specification as originally filed and 
cannot find support for the limitation further recited in claim 33, thus claim 33 does in 
fact contain new matter. 

Cited paragraph 40 refers to a type of authorization provided by a remote 
computer wherein the unlocking program activated upon receipt of an authorization 
code being passed from a program running on a website the recipient computer logs 
into. Paragraph 41 refers to the unlocking program sending an email to a 
predetermined email account associated with the recipient's computer and determining 
if the email it sent is in fact contained in the recipient's computer. Paragraph 42 refers 
to the unlocking program constantly looking for an authorization code in the remote 
system and if it gets erased or not provided, the unlocking program terminates. 
Paragraph 43 refers to user being required to download a file which is periodically read 
by the unlocking program for re-authorization. Paragraph 43 also refers to the 
unlocking program being constructed to not only need a password, but to authorize the 
running of an executable embedded in the content. Nothing in any of paragraphs 40-43 
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nor any other paragraphs and drawings provide support for the further limitation of 
"wherein the unlocking program contains authorization logic that when executed by the 
recipient's computer causes the unlocking program to verify that it is operating on the 
recipient's computer that it was distributed to" as recited in new claim 33. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 20, 21, and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Martinez et al (US 7,136,490) in view of Grant McDonald ("Meet 
Critter: serials 2000, An interview with Critter of Serials 2000"). 
Claims 1 and 20: 

As per claim 1 , Martinez discloses distributing a password protected content file 
from a one or more owner's computer to the recipient's computer (col 3, lines 30-34) 
wherein the unlocking program (i.e. password wallet) includes logic that when executed 
by the recipient's computer causes the unlocking program to run separately from and 
monitor at least one application program (col 3, lines 62-65) and to automatically supply 
the password embedded within the unlocking program to the at least one application 
program upon the at least one application program loading the password protected 
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content file (col 3, lines 40-48; col 6, lines 36-54; and col 8, lines 61-67) wherein the 
password embedded within the unlocking program is not revealed to a recipient using 
the recipient's computer (col 7, lines 46-52; col 8, lines 61-67; and Fig 6). Note in 
Figure 6 of Martinez, the password is replaced with "********'' ; thus is not 
revealed/displayed to the recipient. 

Note that the claim language does not prohibit the supplying of the password 
being done automatically in response to not only the detection of the password 
protected content file being loaded, but also in response to detection of something else. 
In the case of Martinez's teachings, the password wallet automatically supplies the 
proper password automatically upon detection of a password protected file being loaded 
and upon detection of a valid master password being loaded. It would also have been 
obvious to modify Martinez's password wallet so that it supplied the proper password 
automatically upon just the detection of the password protected content file being 
loaded. Note that Martinez teaches that there were several prior art wherein the user 
does not even have to manually enter a password to load a saved password (col 2, 
lines 16-60). At the time applicant's invention was made, it would have been obvious to 
Martinez's password wallet so that it supplied the proper password automatically upon 
just the detection of the password protected content file being loaded for user's 
convenience-some users don't want to even remember a master password. 

As per the limitation of distributing from one or more owner's computer to a 
recipient's computer an unlocking program having a password embedded within the 
unlocking program, the password corresponding to the password that protects the 
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password protected content file, McDonald discloses the limitation (see whole article 
regarding Serials 2000). Serials 2000 is a database of serial numbers/password for 
various contents which may be downloaded and it has been around since at least the 
year 2000. 

At the time applicant's invention was made, it would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art to modify Martinez's password wallet to include features from Serials 
2000 such that it can be downloaded and it already had one or more passwords for 
various contents already embedded within it. One skilled would have been motivated to 
do so because it having the serial numbers/passwords of one more content already 
embedded within the password wallet would make it nice and easy to use as well as 
fulfilling various other needs (McDonald: p3, "What's the point of Serials 2000. Is it a 
lark, a political statement or filling a need in the internet community"). 

Note that while the applicant's disclosure as a whole appears to be directed 
towards an invention which prevents content piracy, the claim language as currently 
written actually also reads on an invention which is used for and encourages content 
piracy in a manner similar to how Serials 2000 can be used for content piracy. 

Claim 20 is directed towards an unlocking program which performs the method of 
claim 1, thus is rejected for substantially similar reasons. Note the recipient in 
Martinez's invention who uses the recipient's computer also views the password 
protected content (col 3, lines 30-34). 
Claim 21: 
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Martinez further discloses wherein the unlocking program includes logic to initiate 
the application program to cause the application program to load the password 
protected content file (col 7, lines 46-52 and col 8, lines 61-67). 
Claim 30: 

Martinez does not explicitly teach the password protected content file is 
characterized as a .pdf file. However, official notice is taken that password protected 
.pdf files were well known in the art at the time applicant's invention was made. It would 
have been obvious to one skilled in the art to modify Martinez's invention further such 
that the password protected content file is characterized as a .pdf file and Martinez's 
password wallet provides password to unlock .pdf files. It is obvious to do so because it 
would be nothing more than simple substitution of one known element (i.e. type of 
content protected by a password) for another to achieve predictable results. 

Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Martinez 
et al (US 7,136,490) in view of Grant McDonald ("Meet Critter: serials 2000, An 
interview with Critter of Serials 2000") in further view of Schreiber et al (US 6,298,446) 
Claim 22: 

As per claim 22, Schreiber discloses the means for preventing a screen capture 
representing at least a portion of the content stored in the password content file (col 2, 
lines 27-30). 

At the time applicant's invention was made, it would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art to further modify the teachings of Martinez such that it prevents a 
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screen capture representing at least a portion of the content stored in the password 
content file. One skilled would have done so because it would provide an enhanced 
system to protect software from rampant unauthorized copying, distribution, and use 
(Schreiber: col 1, lines 21-23 and col 2, lines 27-30). 

Claims 24-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Martinez et al (US 7,136,490) in view of Grant McDonald ("Meet Critter: serials 2000, An 
interview with Critter of Serials 2000") in further view of Winneg et al (US 7,069,586). 
Claims 24-26 and 29: 

As per claims 24-26 and 29, Martinez does not explicitly disclose wherein the 
unlocking program includes logic that monitors the running of at least one system 
administration program capable of terminating the program and automatically 
terminating the system administration program/the application program upon detecting 
the running of such system administration program and to prevent termination of a 
program. However, Winneg et al. discloses: the unauthorized process list may include 
browser applications, applications for scheduling tasks to be performed on the computer 
system, and applications for managing tasks performed on the computer system, (e.g., 
Microsoft Task Manager). Terminating task-managing manager and task-scheduling 
applications prevents a process (e.g., an application) that has been scheduled to 
execute during execution of the first application from executing (e.g. col. 19, lines 46 - 
60), which met the claimed limitation of monitoring the running of at least one system 
administration program (i.e. Task Manager program) capable of terminating the program 
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and automatically terminating the system administration program/the application 
program upon detecting the running of such system administration program and to 
prevent termination of a program. 

Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time of invention, to further modify Martinez's teachings with monitoring the running of at 
least one system administration program (i.e. Task Manager program) capable of 
terminating the program and automatically terminating the system administration 
program/the application program upon detecting the running of such system 
administration program and to prevent termination of a program taught by Winneg et al. 
in order to provide information about the processes and programs running on a 
computer, as well as the general status of the computer and also to ensure 
unauthorized content may not be accessed (e.g. Winneg etal., col. 2, lines 38-39 and 
col. 19, lines 46 -60) 

This combination would predictably result a well known computing system 
includes/terminates a Task Manager program provided with a Windows operating 
system to provide general status of a computer and ensure application security. It has 
been held that "[t]he combination of familiar elements according to known methods is 
likely to be obvious when it does not more than yield predictable results." KSR., 127 S. 
Ct. at 1739, 82USPQ2d at 1395 (2007) (citing Graham, 383 U.S. at 12). 
Claim 27: 

Martinez implicitly teaches wherein the unlocking program includes logic that 
terminates the unlocking program after the application program has been terminated 
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(col 3, lines 62-65). The password wallet can be implemented as a feature of the 
application program, thus if the application program terminates, the password wallet 
also terminates. 



Claim 33 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Martinez 
et al (US 7,136,490) in view of Grant McDonald ("Meet Critter: serials 2000, An 
interview with Critter of Serials 2000") in further view of Schull (US 2002/0004785). 
Claim 33: 

As per claim 33, Schull discloses wherein the unlocking program contains 
authorization logic that when executed by the recipient's computer causes the unlocking 
program to verify that it is operating on the recipient's computer that it was distributed to 
(paragraph 27). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to further modify 
Martinez's invention according to the limitation further recited in claim 33 using Schull's 
teachings because it would encourage distribution of software to other machines for 
evaluations while at the same time encouraging serious users to register and pay for 
no-merely-evaluative use (paragraph 27). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claim 4 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
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claim and any intervening claims. Applicant should also fully review the claim for any 
informalities which may have inadvertently been missed. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ponnoreay Pich whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7962. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00am-4:30pm Mon-Thurs. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kim Vu can be reached on 571-272-3859. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Ponnoreay Pich/ 
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